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DETAILED ACTION 

BACKGROUND 

1. This NonFinal Office Action is responsive to the following 
communications: Pre-Appeal Conference request filed on 4/7/2008. 

2. Claim(s) 1-35 and 37-38 are pending. Claim(s) 1, 14, and 23 are 
independent in form. 

RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

3. A Pre-Appeal Conference was held on 5/27/2008 at Applicant's request 
(filed on 4/7/2008). The Panel has conferred and made the decision to reopen 
Prosecution. The rejections are withdrawn with this Office action as follows: 

a. Amendments concerning the Examiner's Objections of claims 12- 
13, and 34-35 because of typographical error(s) in the previous 
Office Action (Mail dated: 6/29/2007) have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. Therefore, the Objections are have been 
withdrawn.. 

b. Arguments concerning the Examiner's Rejections of claims 1-3, 6- 
16, 19-25, 28-35 and 37-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in the previous 
Office Action (Mail dated: 1/8/2008) have been fully considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, addressed, 
below. 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,969 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2178 

c. Arguments concerning the Examiner's Rejections of claims 4-5, 17- 
18 and 26-27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in the previous Office Action 
(Mail dated: 1/8/2008) have been fully considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection, addressed, below. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS-35 U.S.C. § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought 
to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 8-16, 21-25, 30-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as as 
being unpatentable over Bogdan (US Pat. No. 5,903,265) in view of Rive (US Pat. No. 
6,301,666 Bl). 

As to independent claim 1, Bogdan teaches a method of controlling an icon 
appearance (allows a user to customize the size of window elements provided by an 
operating system, col. 2, lines 59-61) of a display system having a display screen (video 
display, col. 2, line 26), the method comprising: backing up display properties of the 
display system ("saving additional system metrics scheme by pressing the "Save 
Scheme" button 76.," col. 4, lines 27-36; see also e.g. "SetMenuItemlnfoO function in 
that it interrogates information from the MENUITEMINFO structure.," col. 6, lines 16- 
20; see also SystemParametersInfoQ, col. 6, lines 32-40) which are currently set for an 
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original icon appearance (i.e. "CXICON Icon width ...CYICON Icon height...," col. 4, 

lines 47-67; see also "CXICONSPACING Horizontal icon spacing... CYICONSPACING 

Vertical icon spacing" col. 4, lines - 9) by generating a first registry subkey in a memory 

of the display system: 

The SystemParametersInfoO function is provided by the operating system 
48 to enable an application to query or set system wide parameters. The 
system wide parameter to query or set is specified by a parameter that is 
passed to the function call. Amongst the possible values for this 
parameter is the SPI.sub.- SETNONCLIENTMETRICS value and the 
SPI.sub.- GETNONCLIENTMETRICS parameter. These parameter 
values are specified to either set or retrieve the various sizes of system 
visual elements that are defined within the operating system 48, as 
discussed above, (col. 6, lines 32-42) 

Examples of first registry sub keys: 

CXICON Icon width 

CYICON Icon height 

CXSIZE Minimize/Maximize icon width 

CYSIZE Minimize/Maximize icon height 

CXICONSPACING Horizontal icon spacing 

CYICONSPACING Vertical icon spacing (col. , lines 47-67) 

if the display properties are determined to be valid ("... comply with standards that 
permit its use in the operating system." col. 2, lines ll-12)(emphasis added) and storing 
the display properties in a corresponding registry; displaying an icon control window on 
the display screen (dialog box 64, col. 3, lines 36-37), the icon control window including 
at least one sample icon for a user's preview (icon contained within preview area, 
preview section 68, col. 3, line 38 ;see also e.g. Fig. 5); changing the at least one sample 
icon's appearance (e.g. icon width, height, horizontal spacing, and vertical spacing VIA 
elements: "CXICON," "CYICON," "CXICONSPACING," and "CYICONSPACING," 
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respectively, see table spanning cols. 3-4) according to inputs for a new icon appearance 
being received from a user through the icon control window ("The user may click the 
mouse 44 on the upward arrow 84 to increase the element size and click the mouse on 
the downward arrow 86 to decrease the element size. In addition, the user may put the 
caret on the value and directly edit the value." col. 4, lines 44-58); and changing the 
icon appearance of the display system by changing the display properties in accordance 
with the user inputs ("after the user has finalized the changes and exited the dialog box 
64, the bitmaps stored in the bitmap cache 52 (FIG. 3) are re-drawn in response to the 
user request...," col. 4, lines 52-55) wherein backing up the display properties is 
performed immediately prior to changing the at least one sample icon's appearance 
("The bitmaps are then transferred using the BitBltO function [fjrom the display 
drivers to the bitmap cache 52 [step 56]...," col. 3, lines 23-32). See also element 56 in 
Fig. 4, showing that backing up the display properties is performed immediately prior 
to changing the at least one sample icon's appearance: 
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Figure 4 of U.S. Pat. No. 5,903,265 



Bogdan differs from claim 1 in several regards. For example, Bogdan does not 
clearly teach that the backing up of display properties occurring automatically in 
response to the inputs for a new icon appearance being received from the user through 
the icon control window and is performed immediately prior to changing the at least 
one sample icon's appearance. 

Rive is cited for teaching the use of a registry for storing display properties 
before changes are made ("At step 168, pointers within the registry 40 for the supported 
partition are modified to point to the output partition 60. Specifically, these 
modifications to the registry 40 will cause the application program 64 to save all 
documents 70 and configuration data 72, that are by necessity modifiable by a user or 
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software, automatically and seamlessly to the output partition 60, thus preserving the 
unmodified state of the supported partition.," col. 12, lines 14-23) 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the relevant field at the time 
the invention was made to backing up of display properties occurring automatically in 
response to the inputs for a new icon appearance being received from the user through 
the icon control window and is performed immediately prior to changing the at least 
one sample icon's appearance because 

Rive explain: 

The registry 40 of the Windows 95 operating system includes three 
primary branches, each of which contains specific substantive information 
stored within the registry 40. FIG. 3 illustrates these six branches, each of 
which is prefaced by the acronym "HKEY". Of interest to an 
understanding of an exemplary embodiment of the present invention is 
the HKEY_CURRENT_USER branch 42 that points to a part of the 
HKEYJJSER branch 44, that in turn contains certain preferences for 
each user of a computer system. Specifically, although an operating 
system may be configured for multiple users, one user is usually 
designated as the default user. The various values contained within the 
registry 40 are shown to be modifiable by a registry editor 46, that 
constitutes an application included within the Windows 95 operating 
system that enables a user to view and edit the contents of the registry 
40. Various screen shots of a window presented by the registry editor 46 
are discussed below. 

(col. 5, lines 25-44). 

Rive further teach: 

...While the above discussion with reference to FIG. 3 describes the 
registry 40 implemented by the Windows 95 operating system, for the 
purposes of the present specification, the terms "registry", "registry file" 
and "registry database" shall be taken to encompass any data structure 
that stores settings particular to a particular operating environment 
implemented on a computer system. The operating environment may, 
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merely for example, be dictated by a particular operating system when 
stored within a specific partition. 

(col. 5, lines 3-16). 

Therefore, Rive suggests that common knowledge, the prior art as a whole, and 
the nature of the problem itself 1 suggests the use of the registry for storing, ("by 
maintaining the persistent copy of the protected content col. 7, lines 18-25), 
securing ("protected from user modification," col. 6, lines 2-20), and protecting 
properties from loss or unauthorized access ("...user modification of the content. ..may 
be prevented by assigning appropriate values to a registry..." col. 6, lines 2-20). 

As to dependent claim 2, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 
wherein the received inputs include at least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" 
and height: "CYICON," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5) 
vertical icon spacing ("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also 
window element, Fig. 5), a horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING." see table 
spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), an icon font size ("...changing the 
font size..." col. 6, line 7), and an icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5). Thus, 
the combination of Bogdan and Rive meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons 
set forth in the discussion of claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 3, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 
wherein the icon control window comprises: an icon size controller providing a plurality 
of selectable icon sizes for the user to select a desired icon size from the selectable icon 



1 DyStar Textilfarben GmBH & Co. Deutschland KG v. C.H. Patrick Co., 464 F.3d 1356, 1361, 80 
USPQ2d 1641, 1645 (Fed. Cir. 2006) ("The motivation need not be found in the references sought to 
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sizes ("pre-defined schemes that each specify a single unique set of values [through a] 
drop down list box 74 that lists the system metrics", col. 4, lines 10-17); a preview 
region including the at least one sample icon, the sample icon being resized when the 
desired icon size is selected through the icon size controller ("Examples of window 
elements that are generated in accordance with the currently selected system metrics 
scheme are displayed in [preview] section 68."col. 4, lines 20-22)(emphasis added); and 
an execution controller interfacing with the display system in order to change an icon 
size of the display system according to the selected icon size ("when an application 
program wishes to draw a window on the video display, the application program 
retrieves the bitmaps from the cache and uses the bitmaps to draw the system-provided 
window elements..." col.2, lines 16-20). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Rive meet 
the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 8, Bogdan further teachs the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the icon control window (e.g. 64, Fig.5) comprises: a plurality of manual input 
controllers (e.g. plurality of manual input controllers of control window 64, Fig. 5) 
manually receiving the inputs from the user ("The user may click the mouse 44 on the 
upward arrow 84 to increase the element size and click the mouse on the downward 
arrow 86 to decrease the element size. In addition, the user may put the caret on the 
value and directly edit the value." col. 4, lines 44-58); a preview region including the at 
least one sample icon, the sample icon's appearance being changed according to the 
manually received inputs (section 68, col. 3, lines 36-40); and an execution controller 



be combined, but may be found in any number of sources, including common knowledge, the prior art 
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interfacing with the display system for changing the display properties in accordance 
with the received user inputs ("after the user has finalized the changes and exited the 
dialog box 64, the bitmaps stored in the bitmap cache 52 (FIG. 3) are re-drawn in 
response to the user request...," col. 4, lines 52-55; see also "OK" button of 64, Fig. 5). 
Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Rive meet the claimed limitations for the same 
reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 9. Bogdan further teachsthe limitations of claim 8, 
wherein the user inputs comprises at least one of an icon size (e.g. window element 70 
of Fig. 5 is icon width: "CXICON" and height: "CYICON;" see also table spanning cols. 
3-4), vertical icon spacing (e.g. window element 70 of Fig. 5 is "CYICONSPACTNG," see 
also table spanning cols. 3-4), horizontal spacing(e.g. window element 70 of Fig. 5 is 
"CXICONSPACING," see also table spanning cols. 3-4), icon font size ("...changing the 
font size..." col. 6, line 7), and an icon font type (e.g. user input Fonts-> Icon in area 72 
of 64 Fig. 5). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Rive meet the claimed limitations 
for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 1 above. 

As to independent claim 10, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the backing up display properties comprises: determining whether the display 
properties are valid based on a display properties table of the display system ("...comply 
with standards that permit its use in the operating system." col. 2, lines 11-12; see also 
"SystemParametersInfoO," col. 6, lines 32-34). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and 



as a whole, or the nature of the problem itself.") 
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Rive meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of 
claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 11, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the displaying an icon control window comprises: determining whether the 
display properties are valid ("...comply with standards that permit its use in the 
operating system." col. 2. lines 11-12) based on a display properties table of the display 
system ("SystemParametersInfoO," col. 6, lines 32-34); and displaying the icon control 
window on the display screen if the display properties are determined to be valid ("...by 
using a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35-36). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Rive 
meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 1 
above. 

As to dependent claim 12, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the changing the at least one sample icon's appearance comprises: determining 
whether the inputs for the new icon appearance are received through the icon control 
window ("The user may click the mouse 44 on the upward arrow 84 to increase the 
element size and click the mouse on the downward arrow 86 to decrease the element 
size. In addition, the user may put the caret on the value and directly edit the value." 
col. 4, lines 44-58; "... by using a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35-36); and changing at 
least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" and height: "CYICON," see table 
spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), vertical icon spacing 
("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), 
horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also 
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window element, Fig. 5), icon font size ("...changing the font size..." col. 6, line 7), and 
an icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5; also e.g. small cap under 72) of the at 
least one sample icon according to the new icon appearance if the user inputs are 
received through the icon control window ("... by usinR a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35- 
36). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Rive meet the claimed limitations for the 
same reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 1 above. 

As to dependent claim 13, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the changing the icon appearance of the display system comprises: determining 
whether the inputs for the new icon appearance are supported by the display system 
("...comply with standards that permit its use in the operating system." col. 2, lines 11- 
12); and changing at least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" and height: 
"CYICON," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), vertical icon 
spacing ("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, 
Fig. 5), horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see 
also window element, Fig. 5), icon font size ("...changing the font size..." col. 6, line 7), 
and an icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5; also e.g. small cap under 72) of 
the display system according to the new icon appearance if the user inputs are 
supported by the display system ("... and must comply with standards that permit its 
use in the operating system." col. 2, lines 11-12). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and 
Rive meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of 
claim 1 above. 
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As to independent claim 14, this claim differs from claim 1 only in that, this 
claim is a system claim whereas claim 1 is a method claim. Since Bogdan taught the 
system for carrying out the method of claim 1 (system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), this claim 
is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claim 1. 

As to dependent claims 15-16, 21-22, these claims differ from claims 2-3 and 8- 
9, only in that, these claims are system claims whereas claims 2-3 and 8-9, respectively, 
are method claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of 
claims 2-3 and 8-9 (system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), these claims are rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 1, 2-3 and 8-9 respectively. 

As to independent claim 23, this claim differs from claim 1 only in that, this 
claim is a product claim defined by the method of claim 1. Since Bogdan taught the 
product for carrying out the method of claim 1 ("A computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions for performing, by a computer system having a 
display and a processor running an operating system and an application program..." 
see Claim No. 8), this claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment 
of claim 1. 

As to dependent claim 24-25 and 30-35, these claims differ from claims 2-3 and 
8-13 only in that, these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 2-3 
and 8-13, respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of 
claim 1 ("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
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rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 2-3 and 8-13, 
respectively. 

As to claim 36, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 wherein 
backing up is performed automatically in response to the inputs for a new icon 
appearance being received from the user through the icon control window ("...Each time 
that the system metrics are changed, these routines are called to re-draw the bitmaps 
for the system-provided window elements...," col.4 , lines 62-67) . 

As to claim 37, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 wherein the 
display properties include one of an icon size, a vertical icon spacing 
("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5, a 
horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also 
window element, Fig. 5), an icon font size ("...changing the font size..." col. 6, line 7) 
and an icon font size (icon under font selection, Fig. 5). 

As to claim 38, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 wherein the 
method of claim 37, wherein the change in the sample icon's appearance is performed 
with respect to the backed-up display properties ("...exited the dialog box 64, the 
bitmaps stored in the bitmap cache 52 (FIG. 3) are re-drawn in response to the user 
request (step 60). col. 4, lines 50-60). 

6. Claims 4-5, 17-18, and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bogdan and Morris-Yates et al. (US PG Pub. 2002/0054144 Al) 
further in view of Rive (US Pat. No. 6,301,666 Bl). 
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As to dependent claim 4, Bogdan teaches the limitations of claim 3 as discussed 
above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the icon size controller comprises a 
sliding bar with minimum and maximum icon sizes, the user selecting the desired icon 
size by moving a size indicator within the sliding bar. Morris-Yates et al. is cited for 
teaching the icon size controller (Fig. 3) comprising a sliding bar with with minimum 
and maximum icon sizes (see Fig. 4 below): 




Maximum 



Minimum 



Fig. 4 

the user selecting the desired icon size by moving a size indicator (providing active user 
feedback in a graphic user interface, para. [0003]) within the sliding bar (control 110 
being a "scale" adjustment control in a "slider" format, para. [0006]). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have 
used the sliding bar of Morris-Yates et al. in Bogdan because Morris-Yates et al. is 
directed to the same problem of using size controllers having sliding bars for scaling 
graphical elements and expressly suggests the use of the sliding bars for the advantage 
of providing "...feedback as to the potential results of changing a setting [eliminating 
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the] "change and wait" sequence for the user, which is inconvenient and frustrating." 
para. [0008]). 

As to dependent claim 5, Bogdan teach the limitations previously discussed 
with respect to claim 4 above, further comprising the minimum and maximum icon 
sizes of the sliding bar are selected from a size range supported by the display system 
("pre-defined schemes that each specify a single unique set of values [of] system 
metrics", col. 4, lines 10-17). Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the icon size 
controller comprises a sliding bar with minimum and maximum icon sizes, the user 
selecting the desired icon size by moving a size indicator within the sliding bar. Morris- 
Yates et al. further teaches the icon size controller (Fig. 3) comprising a sliding bar with 
minimum and maximum icon sizes (see Fig. 4 above) the user selecting the desired icon 
size by moving a size indicator (providing active user feedback in a graphic user 
interface, para. [0003]) within the sliding bar(control 110 being a "scale" adjustment 
control in a "slider" format, para. [0006]). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Morris- 
Yates et al. meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion 
of claim 4 above. 

As to dependent claims 17 and 18 these claims differ from claims 4 and 5 only 
in that these claims are system claims whereas claims 4 and 5, respectively, are method 
claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of claims 4 and 5 
(system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), these claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
in the treatment of claims 4 and 5 respectively. 
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As to dependent claims 26 and 27, these claims differ from claims 4 and 5 only 
in that these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 4 and 5, 
respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of claim 1 
("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 4 and 5, respectively. 

7. Claims 6-7, 19-20, and 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bogdan in view of a publication by Portrait Displays, Inc. 
titled "Learn How Portait Displays' Liquid View 2.0 Can Bring On-Screen Navigation 
Into Focus" (hereinafter "Portrait"). 

As to dependent claim 6, Bogdan teach the limitations of claim 3, 
discussed above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose the icon size controller to comprise 
a plurality of selectable buttons representing the plurality of selectable icon sizes, the 
user selecting the desired icon size by selecting one of the selectable buttons. Portrait is 
cited for teaching the icon size controller comprising a plurality of selectable buttons 
representing the plurality of selectable icon sizes, the user selecting the desired icon 
size by selecting one of the selectable buttons from 100 to 300 (Eleven predefined 
settings, col. 1 within text box; See also Fig. Liquid View User Interface, pp.1 below): 
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Selectable icon sizes 
via selectable buttons 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used the selectable buttons of Portrait with Bogdan 
because Portrait is: (1) directed to precisely the same problem of controlling the display 
of a system having a display screen ("...which gives users an immediate way to increase 
the size of fonts , icons , and menus ..." col. 1. second to last para.)(emphasis added); (2) is 
in the same field of endeavor of "...letting users quickly scale up their menus and 
icons..." (col. 1, last paragraph); and (3) Portrait expressly suggests "Liquid View 2.0 
makes relationships between various user-definable elements simple and easy to 
change from one location." 

The combination of Bogdan in view of a publication by Portrait Displays, Inc. 
differs from claim 6 in that it does not clearly teach that the backing up of display 
properties occurring automatically in response to the inputs for a new icon appearance 
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being received from the user through the icon control window and is performed 
immediately prior to changing the at least one sample icon's appearance. 

Rive is cited for teaching the use of a registry for storing display properties 
before changes are made ("At step 168, pointers within the registry 40 for the supported 
partition are modified to point to the output partition 60. Specifically, these 
modifications to the registry 40 will cause the application program 64 to save all 
documents 70 and configuration data 72, that are by necessity modifiable by a user or 
software, automatically and seamlessly to the output partition 60, thus preserving the 
unmodified state of the supported partition.." col. 12. lines 14-23) 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the relevant field at the time 
the invention was made to utilize backing up of display properties occurring 
automatically in response to the inputs for a new icon appearance being received from 
the user through the icon control window and is performed immediately prior to 
changing the at least one sample icon's appearance with Bogdan and Portrait because 
Rive suggests that suitably for 2 the use of the registry for storing, ("by maintaining the 
persistent copy of the protected content col. 7, lines 18-25), securing ("protected 
from user modification," col. 6, lines 2-20), and protecting properties from loss or 
unauthorized access ("...user modification of the content... may be prevented by 
assigning appropriate values to a registry..." col. 6, lines 2-20). 



2 In resolving obviousness issues, a finding that there is no teaching-suggestion-motivation does not 
establish patentability if other indicia of obviousness are present. KSR Int'l v. Teleflex Inc., 82 
USPQ2d at 1396-97. 
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As to dependent claim 7, Bogdan teach the limitations of claim 6 as discussed 
above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the plurality of selectable buttons 
include toggle buttons. Portrait is cited for teaching the plurality of selectable buttons 
include toggle buttons (see above, Fig. Liquid View User Interface, where each of the 
eleven buttons are toggle buttons). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have used the toggle 
buttons of Portrait with Bogdan for the reasons set forth above. 

As to dependent claims 19 and 20 these claims differ from claims 6 and 7 only 
in that, these claims are system claims whereas claims 6 and 7, respectively, are 
method claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of claims 6 
and 7 (system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), these claims are rejected for the same reasons set 
forth in the treatment of claims 6 and 7 respectively. 

As to dependent claims 28 and 29, these claims differ from claims 6 and 7 only 
in that these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 6 and 7, 
respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of claim 1 
("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 6 and 7, respectively. 
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RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

8. Amendments concerning the Examiner's Objections of claims 12-13, and 
34-35 because of typographical error(s) in the previous Office Action (Mail dated: 
6/29/2007) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the Objections are 
have been withdrawn.. 

9. Arguments concerning the Examiner's Rejections of claims 1-3, 6-16, 19- 
25, 28-35 and 37-38 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) in the previous Office Action (Mail dated: 
6/29/2007) have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection, addressed, above. 

10. Arguments concerning the Examiner's Rejections of claims 4-5, 17-18 and 
26-27 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) in the previous Office Action (Mail dated: 6/29/2007) 
have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, 
addressed, below. 

CONCLUSION 

11. All prior art made of record in this Office Action or as cited on form PTO- 
892 notwithstanding being relied upon, is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Therefore, Applicant is required under 37 CFR §1. 111(c) to consider these references 
fully when responding to this Office Action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the Examiner should be directed to Samir Termanini at telephone number is (571) 
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270-1047. The Examiner can normally be reached from 9 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday 
through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Samir Termanini/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2178 
/Stephen S. Hong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2178 



